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Unpubl i shed opi ni ons are not bi ndi ng precedent inthis circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

OPI NI ON
PER CURI AM

Duane C. Raw i ngs appeal s fromthe district court's orders granting
summary judgnent to Defendant in Rawlings' suit under the Anmeri-
cans with Disabilities Act ("ADA"), 42 U S.C. A 88 12101-12213
(West 1995) and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U.S.C. A 88 701-
797b (West Supp. 1996) and denyi ng Rawl i ngs' notion for reconsid-
eration. Rawl ings asserts that his enployer breached its duty to
rea-

sonably accomopdate a di sabl ed enpl oyee. W affirmthe judgnent
of the district court.

Rawl i ngs was enpl oyed as a Parcel Post Distributor for the United
States Postal Service from1985 until 1994. The | ast day t hat Raw -
i ngs actual |y perfornmed any work for the agency was i n August 1992.
Due to a work related injury in Decenber 1988, Rawlings was
granted a one year |eave of absence from Septenber 1, 1992 until
Septenber 1, 1993. However, Rawings did not return to work on
Sept enber 2 or any date thereafter nor did he conmunicate with any
of his supervisors at the Postal Service after Septenber 1. He was
ter-

m nated on January 18, 1994.

Rawl i ngs asserts that he spoke with his union representative prior
to Septenber 1, and was told that the Postal Service had agreed
t hat

he did not have to cone back to work pending a decision on his

appli -
cation for disability retirenent. On October 2, 1993, Raw i ngs
recei ved an "Absence Inquiry,"” instructing himto returnto work or

submt docunentation to substantiate the reasons for his continued
absence. Thereafter, Rawlings again spoke wth his union
represent a-

tive and was tol d that the Postal Service was not going to wait for
hi s

disability retirenment decision.

Thereafter, Raw ings received a "Notice of Proposed Renoval ."

Although he clainms that he spoke again wth his union
representative



and provided him with reports from his therapist and from his
ort ho-

pedist, it is undisputed that Raw i ngs did not personally contact
t he

Postal Service and did not provide any of his supervisors with the
al | eged docunentati on. Mreover, the union representative states
t hat

he di d not communicate with the Postal Service after the "Notice of
Proposed Renoval ," and the Postal Service asserts that no docunen-
tation was received. Rawl ings was then term nated.

The ADA provides: "The term qualified individual with a disabil-
ity' means an individual who, with or w thout reasonabl e accomo-
dation, can performthe essential functions of the enpl oynent
position that such individual holds or desires.” 42 U S. C A

§ 12111(8). Enployers, therefore, are only required to i npose those
nodi fications that qualify as "reasonable." See Myers v. Hose, 50
F.3d 278, 283 (4th Cir. 1995). Here, Rawlings asserts that the
Post al

Service was required to grant hima period of time in which to
process

his disability retirement. He sets nolimt on howlong this m ght
t ake.

Reasonabl e accommopdati on does not require an enployer to wait

i ndefinitely while an enpl oyee attenpts to i nprove his status. See
id.

Accordingly, the orders of the district court are affirmed. W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are

adequately presentedinthe materials before the court and argunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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